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FRANKFORT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe exam ner's final
rejection of clainms 1 through 7, 11, 13 through 25 and 37,
which are all of the clains pending in this application.

Clainms 8 through 10, 12 and 26 through 36 have been cancel ed.
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Appellant’s invention relates to a nmethod for making
decorative containers, and nore specifically to a nmethod of
constructing flower pots that have distinctly different
decorative el enents associated with the rimof the flower pot
or both the rimof the flower pot and the rimof a water tray
associated therewith. A copy of representative clainms 1, 3,
7, 11, 13, 18 and 37 on appeal, as reproduced fromthe

Appendi x to appellant’s brief, is attached to this decision.

The prior art references of record relied upon by the

exam ner in rejecting the appeal ed cl ains are:

Allen 340, 027 Apr. 13,
1886
Col eman Jr. (Col eman) 2,785, 508 Mar. 19,
1957
Bl ake 4,880, 130 Nov. 14,
1989

Claims 3 through 7 and 37 stand rejected under 35 U. S. C.

8 102(b) as being anticipated by Col eman.

Clainms 1, 2 and 11 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §

103(a) as bei ng unpatentabl e over Col eman.
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Clainms 13 through 19 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103(a) as being unpatentable over Coleman in view of the state

of the art.

Clainms 20 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U S.C. 8§
103(a) as bei ng unpatentable over Coleman in view of the state
of the art as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view

of either one of Allen and Bl ake.?

Rather than reiterate the examner's full statenent of
t he above-noted rejections and the conflicting viewpoints
advanced by the exam ner and appel | ant regardi ng t hose
rejections, we nmake reference to the exam ner's answer (Paper
No. 17, mailed June 10, 1998) for the reasoning in support of
the rejections and to appellant’s brief (Paper No. 16, filed

Decenber 1, 1997) for the argunments thereagainst.

CPI NI ON

1 As pointed out on page 2 of the exam ner’s answer, the
rejections of clainms 1 and 2 under 35 U S.C. § 112, first and
second paragraphs, have been w thdrawn and are no | onger
bef ore us on appeal .
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In reaching our decision in this appeal, this panel of
t he Board has given careful consideration to appellant’s
specification and clains, to the applied prior art references,
to the evidence of secondary considerations filed by appell ant
and to the respective positions articul ated by appell ant and
the exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we have reached

the determ nati ons which foll ow

Looking first to the examner’s rejection of clains 3
t hrough 7 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) based on Col eman, we
are in agreenent with the exam ner that the plastic flower pot
collar and plant protector (10) in Col eman provides a
decorative feature to the ceramc flower pot (18) and that
Col eman therefore broadly discloses or teaches a nethod of
maki ng a decorative container. Mreover, we also agree with
the exam ner that the side wall of the ceramc flower pot (18)
of Col eman has inparted thereto in the manufacturing process
thereof a first decorative characteristic (e.g., a finish,
texture or color) and that the plastic collar or ring nmenber
(10) likew se has inparted thereto during nanufacture a
decorative characteristic (e.g., a finish, texture or color),

4
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and further that one of ordinary skill in the art would have
readily discerned that at |least the finish or texture of the
side wall of the ceramc flower pot is distinctly different
fromthe finish or texture of the nolded plastic collar. 1In
this context, we also note that Coleman (col. 2, lines 37-38)
i ndi cates that the nolded plastic collar or ring nenber (10)
may be made in various colors. |In addition, while we agree
with the exam ner that the collar or ring nmenber (10) of

Col eman, as seen in Figure 4, is dinmensioned, at |least in part
(e.g., at 16), to fit in overlapping relationship with an

out si de
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surface of the rimof the flower pot (18), we nust agree with
appel lant (brief, page 23) that the | ocking tabs or lips (15)

of Coleman’s collar or ring nenber are not nolded "at an outer
extremty of the ring nmenber"” as required in claim3 on

appeal .

Col eman expressly indicates that the collar or ring
menber (10) includes a planar annular portion (11) with a
downturned outer lip (12) and a downturned annular lip (13) at

the center. Integrally fornmed on the underneath side of the

annul ar portion (11) are three equally spaced supports (17).
These supports are described in Coleman (col. 2, lines 16-17)
as increasing in vertical height "fromtheir outer extremties
under the lip 12" and as termnating in a vertical face (16)
whi ch rests against a portion of the rimof the pot. The

hori zontally extending lips or |ocking tabs (15) of Col eman
extends transversely to the vertical edge (16) and towards the
central portion of the collar or ring nenber (10) bel ow the
downturned lip (13) so as to ride under the horizontal

shoul der (18N) of the rimof the flower pot. Wth this
analysis, it is clear to us that the |locking tabs or lips (15)

6
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in Coleman are | ocated at the center portion of the collar or
ring nmenber (10) and not at "an outer extremty of the ring

menber” (i.e., at or adjacent the outer lip (12) of the ring
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menber of Coleman) as is required in appellant’s claim3 on
appeal. For that reason, we will not sustain the exam ner’s
rejection of independent claim3 under 35 U . S.C. § 102(b)
based on Col eman, or the sane rejection of clainms 4 through 6

whi ch depend fromclaim3

| ndependent claim 37, like claim3, includes a limtation
concerning nolding a locking tab "at an outer extremty of the
ring nmenber," and for the sanme reasons advanced with regard to
cl ai m 3 above distingui shes over Coleman alone. In addition,
we note that claim37 also recites that the | ocking tab
"substantially surrounds the downwardly extendi ng outer
portion of the [rimof the] container nenber" and that it is
| ocked around an extremty of the downwardly extendi ng outer
portion of the rimof the container nenber. Wile the three
wi dely spaced | ocking tabs or lips (15) in Coleman clearly are
| ocked around an extremty of the downwardly extendi ng outer
portion (18N) of the rimof the container or pot (18), they do
not "substantially surround” (i.e., extend a substanti al
di stance circunferentially around) the downwardly extending
outer portion of the rimof the container nenber as required

8
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in appellant’s claim37. Thus, the examner’'s rejection of

claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) will not be sustained.

As for the exam ner’s rejection of independent claim?7
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102(b) based on Coleman, we will sustain
that rejection. As we indicated above in our treatnent of
claim3, we agree with the exam ner that one of ordinary skil
in the art would have readily discerned that at |east the
finish or texture of the side wall of the ceramc flower pot
(18) would be distinctly different fromthe finish or texture
of the nolded plastic collar (10), thus providing response for
the distinctly different first and second decorative
characteristics set forth in appellant’s claim7. Wiile it is
true that Col eman does not expressly discuss the distinctive
first and second decorative characteristics (e.g., finish or
texture) of the ceramc pot and the nol ded plastic collar
therein, it is our opinion that a difference in texture or
finish between these two distinctly different types of
conponents woul d have been an i nherent characteristic
recogni zed by one of ordinary skill in the art. W again also
note that Col eman specifically indicates (col. 2, lines 37-38)

9
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that the collar or ring nmenber (10) can be nmade in a variety
of colors, thereby providing another potential difference in
decorative characteristics between the ceramc flower pot and

the nol ded plastic collar or ring nmenber.

In light of the foregoing, we agree with the exani ner
that the method as set forth in claim7 on appeal is
antici pated by Col eman. Thus, the exam ner’s rejection of
clai m 7 under

35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) based on Col enan is sust ai ned.

We next consider the examiner’s rejection of clainms 1, 2
and 11 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) based on Coleman. Wth regard
to clains 1 and 2 on appeal, we agree with the exam ner that
it is well known in the flower pot art to nmake multiple pots
that have generally the sane shape and di nensions and to then
store those pots in a nested, stacked relationship. Moreover,
we agree with the exam ner that the collar and pot conbination
seen in Figure 4 of Col eman woul d have been recogni zed by
those of ordinary skill in the art as having the capability of

al l om ng such nestible, stacked storage thereof. [In that

10
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regard, it is readily apparent fromthe relative sizing seen
in Figure 4 of Coleman that a second pot of |ike shape and

di mensions to the pot (18) seen in Figure 4, with or wthout
an attached collar, would be nestible in the first pot and
col l ar combi nation (10, 18) by having the bottom portion of
the second pot inserted into the central opening in the collar

of the first pot.

Appel l ant’ s argunments on pages 26 and 27 of the brief
regarding clains 1 and 2 on appeal are not convincing, because
under 35 U.S.C. 8 103, a reference nust be considered not only
for what it expressly teaches, but also for what it fairly

suggests (ln re Burckel, 592 F.2d 1175, 1179, 201 USPQ 67, 70

(CCPA 1979); In re Lanberti, 545 F.2d 747, 750, 192 USPQ 278,

280 (CCPA 1976)), as well for as the reasonabl e inferences
which the artisan would logically draw fromthe reference.

See In re Shepard, 319 F.2d 194, 197, 138 USPQ 148, 150 (CCPA

1963). In addition, while there clearly nmust be sone teaching
or suggestion to conbine existing elenents in the prior art to
arrive at the clained invention, we note that it is not

necessary that such teaching or suggestion be found only

11



Appeal No. 1998-3413
Appl i cation No. 08/512, 782

within the four corners of the applied reference or references
t hensel ves; a concl usi on of obvi ousness nmay be nade from
common knowl edge and conmon sense of the person of ordinary
skill in the art wi thout any specific hint or suggestion in a

particul ar reference (see In re Boezk, 416 F.2d 1385, 1390,

163 USPQ 545, 549 (CCPA 1969)), this is because we nust
presunme skill on the part of the artisan, rather than the

converse. See In re Sovish, 769 F.2d 738, 742, 226 USPQ 771

774 (Fed. Gr 1985).

Wiile it is true that Col eman does not expressly indicate
that the pot and collar arrangenent therein is intended to be
used with anot her pot stored therein, we observe that the
method in claiml on appeal does not specifically require
nesting of the pots, but only sets forth a nesting capability
between first and second pots of |ike shape and di nensi ons,
whi ch capability we consider to be present in Col eman’s pot
and col |l ar arrangenent and obvious to one of ordinary skill in
the art. As for the argunent regarding the "different
decorative characteristics,” we have treated this aspect of
appel l ant’ s argunents above in our discussions of the

12
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examner’s rejection of clains 3 and 7 based on Col eman, and
refer back to that discussion here. Regarding claim2, we
view the elenments (11-17) as constituting the collar or ring
menber (10) in Coleman and agree with the exam ner that

Col eman teaches the step of renovably | ocking the ring nmenber
(10) with the rimof the first container nmenber (18). Thus,
we sustain the examner’s rejection of clainms 1 and 2 under

35 U.S.C. 8§ 103(a) based on Col erman.

Consi dering the exam ner’s rejection of claim 11l under
35 U.S.C. §8 103(a) based on Col eman, we nust agree with
appel l ant (brief, page 27) that Colenan fails to teach or
suggest 1) a contai ner nenber formng step wherein the rimis
formed with an outwardly-facing concavity |like that depicted
in Figure 2 of the application and 2) a formng step for the
ring nenber wherein the ring nenber is forned with a
downwar dl y- ext endi ng concavity which corresponds to the
concavity of the container menber rimand wherein the ring
menber is fitted onto the rimin an overl apping rel ationship.
The exam ner’s position (answer, page 5) that the shape of the
contai ner nmenber rimand ring nenber are nerely a matter of

13
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desi gn choice, is unsupported specul ation and i nperm ssibly
reads the above express limtations out of appellant’s claim
11. At the very least, the above construction set forth in
appellant’s claim 11 on appeal would strengthen the rimof the
pot and permt the type of nested storage seen in Figure 3 of
the application, while the configuration of the pot seen in
Col eman clearly would not. Accordingly, the examner’s
rejection of claim11l under 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) based on

Col eman i s not sustai ned.

The examner’s rejection of clains 13 through 17 under
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on Coleman in view of "the state of
the art,"” is sustained. Essentially we agree with the
exam ner (answer, pages 5-6) that the collar or ring nmenber
(10) of Coleman is tapered and dinension at the central rim
area (13) so as to permt the nesting of another container
menber of sone given size and correspondi ng shape in the
opening in the collar or ring nenber (10) and so that the side
wal | of the second container is in nesting, abutting
relationship to the interior of the side wall of the container
(18), and that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary

14
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skill in the art at the tinme of appellant’s invention to nest
an appropriate container therein, since such a storage
technique is a well known expedient in the flower pot art.
Contrary to appellant’s argunment (brief, page 29), while

Col eman does not expressly describe nesting of the containers
therein, such nesting is well known in the art for permtting
storage of flower pots within a m ninum of storage

space, and the collar or ring nmenber (10) of Colenman is sized
and di nensioned so as to permt or facilitate such nesting

wi th an appropriately sized second contai ner.

Qur position on the first and second "decorative
characteristics" set forth in clains 14 and 15 on appeal is
abundantly cl ear from our discussions of Colenman and this
i ssue above. As for the requirenents of clains 16 and 17 on
appeal regarding the formation of a |ocking tab "at an
extremty of the ring nenber"” and the formation of the | ocking
tab so as to forma camm ng surface at "an extremty" of the
ring nmenber, we consider that these features are clearly
present in Coleman. As can be readily seen in Figures 3 and 4
of Col eman, the locking tabs or lips (15) of the collar or

15
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ring menber (10) are located at the |lower "extremty" of the
ring nmenber and include a camm ng surface at the | ower
extremty which permts sliding of the canm ng surface al ong
the outer surface of the flower pot rim and engagenent of the
| ocking tabs or |ips (15) under the shoulder (18N) of the rim
Unli ke appellant’s claim3 above, clainms 16 and 17 on appeal
do not require that the | ocking tabs be forned at an outer
extremty of the ring nmenber, but nerely set forth that such
tabs are fornmed at an extremty of the ring nenber (e.g., in
the case of Coleman, at the |ower extremty of the collar or

ring menber 10).

Regarding the examner’s rejection of clains 18 and 19
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103(a) based on Coleman in view of "the
state of the art,” we observe that independent claim 18 sets
forth the step of nolding a rimof a flower pot with the rim
defining a continuous radius (e.g., 28 in application Fig. 2)
at the upper extremty of the side wall (14) of the pot and
ext endi ng downwardly al ong the outside of the side wall of the
flower pot (see rim26 in Fig. 2). 1In addition, this claim
requires the step of nolding a decorative resilient ring

16
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menber (32) that is "dinmensioned to fit in overlapping
relationship with the radius of the rimand across an outside
surface of the downwardly extending portion of the rim"
Again, we direct attention to Figure 2 of appellant’s
application for an understanding of this clainmed subject
matter. Like appellant, we find nothing in Coleman that is in
any way responsive to the formation of the particular rim
structure required in claim18 on appeal or to the particular
ring nmenber nol ded and di nensioned to correspond thereto.
Thus, even if we can agree with the exam ner (answer, page 6)
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in
the art to provide the flower pot of Coleman with a well known
wat er tray di nmensioned to receive the bottomof the flower
pot, the resulting conbination would not result in the
particul ar nmethod set forth in independent claim 18 on appeal.
Not hi ng i n Col eman teaches or suggests the formation of a rim
that has both a continuous radius at the upper extremty of
the side wall of a flower pot and a portion extending
downwardly al ong the outside of the side wall of the flower
pot as seen in appellant’s Figure 2, or the formation of a
ring nmenber that corresponds to the shape of the rimin the

17
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manner set forth in appellant’s claim18. Thus, the
examner’s rejection of clainms 18 and 19 under 35 U S.C. 8§
103(a) based on Coleman in view of "the state of the art” wll

not be sust ai ned.

We have additionally reviewed the references to Allen and
Bl ake applied by the exam ner agai nst dependent clains 20
t hrough 25 on appeal under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103(a). However, we
find nothing in either of these references, or in the
exam ner’s attenpted conbi nation thereof with Col eman, that
accounts for formation of the particular rimstructure and
ring nmenber required in appellant’s independent claim18, or
renders such formation steps obvious to one of ordinary skill
inthe art. Accordingly, the exam ner’s rejection of clains
20 through 25, which depend fromclaim118, will not be

sust ai ned.

In our deliberations |eading to our affirnmance of the
examner’s rejections of clainms 1, 2 and 13 through 17 under

35 U.S.C. § 103(a), we have considered both the teachings of

the prior art applied by the exam ner and the evidence of

18
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secondary consi derations submtted by appellant in the
affidavit of Susan Kiley. 1In weighing all of this evidence

t oget her, we have concl uded that the evidence of obvi ousness
relied upon by the exam ner outwei ghs the evidence of
secondary considerations (i.e., commercial success) contained
in Ms. Kiley's affidavit. Wiile the affidavit indicates sales
of the TERRAGLAZE product of "approximately $4.5 million" in
the fiscal year ending Septenber 30, 1996 and sal es through
February 1997 of "approximately $2.5 mllion," along with
"modest advertising expenses" of only about $60,000 in FY 96,
we find no evidence in the record of the actual inpact of the
cl ai mred subject nmatter on the marketplace, i.e., we note that
sal es figures alone are of no nonent when there has been no
nexus established between the sales and the features of the

cl ai mred i nventi on. See, |n re Huang, 100 F.3d 135, 140, 40

USPQ2d 1685, 1689 (Fed. Cir. 1996); In re Baxter Traveno

Lab., 952 F.2d 388, 392, 21 USP2d 1281, 1285 (Fed. Cr. 1991,

and Kansas Jack, Inc. v. Kuhn, 719 F.2d 1144, 1151, 219 USPQ

857, 861 (Fed. GCir. 1983). Wile Ms. Kiley has indicated in

par agraph 8 of her affidavit that a buyer told her that the

TERRAGLAZE product "was the nost unique offering in the

19
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pl anter industry in the last 5 years,"” we have no evidence in
this record as to exactly why the buyer in question was of

t hat opi nion, and no evidence that the opinion of the buyer
was the result of the unique features of the clainmed subject

matter.

Moreover, wth further regard to appellant's assertions
of commercial success, while it is true that there is evidence
of record that sales approximating 4.5 mllion dollars worth
of the TERRAG.AZE product were made in FY 96 and additi onal
sales in the mllions were made in the first half of FY 97, we
note that such sales figures alone are entitled to little
wei ght in the absence of other evidence regarding a defined
mar ket, appellant's nmarket share, growh in the market, or
repl acenent of earlier units sold by others or by appellant,
and evi dence of nexus between the sales nmade and the

invention's nerits. See Kansas Jack, Inc. v. Kuhn, supra.

Accordingly, on this record, we find that appellant’s
proffered evidence of commercial success is entitled to little

wei ght in the overall determ nation of obviousness of the
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clai med subject nmatter as set forth in clains 1, 2 and 13

t hrough 17 on appeal .

Appel I ant' s argunments concerni ng secondary
considerations, |ike commercial success, are of no nmonent with
respect to the rejection of claim7 under 35 U S.C. 102(b) and
have not been considered with respect thereto. See In re
Fracal ossi, 681 F.2d 792, 793-94, 215 USPQ 569, 570 (CCPA

1982) and In re Malagari, 499 F.2d 1297, 1302, 182 USPQ 549,

553 (CCPA 1974).

To summari ze, we have reversed the examner’s rejection
of clains 3 through 6 and 37 under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 102(b) based on
Col eman, but have affirmed the rejection of independent claim
7 on that basis. W have also affirnmed the exam ner’s
rejection of clains 1 and 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) based on
Col eman and that of clainms 13 through 17 based on Col eman and
the state of the art. However, we have refused to sustain the
exam ner’s rejection of claim1l under 35 U. S.C. § 103(a)
based on Col eman and the exam ner’s rejections of clains 18

t hrough 25 under
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35 U.S.C. §8 103(a). Thus, the decision of the examner is

af firmed-in-part.
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No period for taking any subsequent action in connection

with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR § 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

| RWN CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

CHARLES E. FRANKFORT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JEFFREY V. NASE
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N
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Barry L. Grossnman

Fol ey & Lardner

Firstar Center

777 East Wsconsin Ave.

M | waukee, W 53202-5367
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d ai ns

1. A net hod for nmaking decorative containers, conprising the
st eps of:

formng a first container nenber having an encl osi ng side
wall with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall,
the rimhaving a downwardly extending outer portion and a
radius at the top of the side wall;

form ng a second contai ner nmenber having a side wall and
shape and di nensions |ike the first container so as to be
nesti ble therew th;

inparting a first decorative characteristic to the first
and second contai ner nmenber side walls;

form ng a decorative ring nenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in overl apping
relationship with an outside surface of the rimof the first
cont ai ner nenber, the decorative ring nmenber formng step
further conprising the steps of nolding an overlapping lip
portion and di nensioning the overlapping lip portion to both
overlap the radius of the rimof the first contai ner nmenber
and al so avoid interference between the ring nenber and the
side wall of the second contai ner nenber when extending in
nesting relationship inside of and in contact with the side
wal | of the first container nenber;

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
outside surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic being distinctively different fromthe first
decorative characteristic inparted to the side wall of the
first contai ner menber; and

fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin an overl appi ng
rel ati onship.

3. A net hod for naking a decorative container, conprising
the steps of:

formng a container nenber having an encl osing side wall
with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall, the rim
havi ng a downwardly extendi ng outer portion;

inmparting a first decorative characteristic to the
contai ner side wall;

25



Appeal No. 1998-3413
Appl i cation No. 08/512, 782

formng a decorative ring nenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in overl apping
relationship with an outside surface of the rim

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
out side surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic inparted to the side wall;

fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin an overl appi ng
rel ati onshi p; and

nmol ding a locking tab at an outer extremty of the ring
menber, and | ocking the tab around an extremty of the
downwar dl y extending outer portion of the rim

7. A nmet hod for nmaking a decorative container, conprising
the steps of:

form ng a contai ner nenber having an encl osing side wall
with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall, the rim
havi ng a downwardly extendi ng outer portion;

inmparting a first decorative characteristic to the
cont ai ner side wall;

formng a decorative ring nenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in overl apping
relationship with an outside surface of the rim

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
out side surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic being distinctively different fromthe first
decorative characteristic inparted to the side wall

fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin an overl appi ng
relationship; and

wherein the first and second decorative characteristic
imparting steps conprise the step [sic, of] selecting at |east
one distinctly different finish, texture or color for the
container side wall and the ring nenber.

11. A nethod for making a decorative container, conprising
the steps of:

formng a container nenber having an encl osing side wall
with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall, the rim
havi ng a downwar dl y extendi ng concave outer portion;
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inparting a first decorative characteristic to the
contai ner side wall;

form ng a decorative ring nmenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in overl apping
relationship with an outside surface of the rim

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
outside surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic being distinctively different fromthe first
decorative characteristic inparted to the side wall;

fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin an overl appi ng
rel ati onshi p; and

wherein the container nenber formng step conprises the
step of formng the rimw th an outwardly-facing concavity,
and wherein the ring nenber formng step conprises the step of
formng the ring nenber with a downwardl y-extendi ng concavity
whi ch corresponds to the concavity of the container nmenber rim
outer portion.

13. A nethod for making a decorative container, conprising
the steps of:

formng a container nenber having an encl osing side wall
with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall, the rim
nol ded so as to forma radius at the top of the side wall and
havi ng a downwardly extendi ng outer portion;

form ng a decorative ring nenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in an
overlapping relationship with an outside surface of the
contai ner nenber rim the ring nmenber tapered and di nensi oned
so as to permt the container nenber side wall to receive
anot her contai ner menber in nesting relationship therewth;

removably fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin
over | appi ng rel ationship; and then

nesti ng anot her container having a side wall within the
contai ner nmenber so that the side walls thereof are in a
nesting, abutting rel ationship.

18. A nethod for making a decorative flower pot and water
tray conbination, the nmethod conprising the steps of:
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nmol ding a fl ower pot having an encl osed bottom and a side
wall with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall,
the rimdefining a continuous radius at the upper extremty of
the side wall and extending downwardly al ong the outside of
the side wall;

inparting a first decorative characteristic to the
cont ai ner side wall;

nol ding a decorative resilient ring nenber dinensioned to
fit in overlapping relationship with the radius of the rim and
across an outside surface of the dowwardly extending portion
of the rim

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
out side surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic being distinctively different fromthe first
decorative characteristic inparted to the side wall

fitting the ring nenber onto the rimin an overl appi ng
relationship; and

nmol ding a water tray di nensioned to receive the bottom of
the fl ower pot.

37. A method for making a decorative plant container
conprising the steps of:

form ng a contai ner nenber having an encl osing side wall
with a rimaround an upper extremty of the side wall, the rim
havi ng a downwardly extendi ng outer portion and a radius at
the top of the side wall;

inmparting a first decorative characteristic to the
cont ai ner side wall;

form ng a decorative ring nenber and di nensi oni ng at
| east a portion of the ring nmenber so as to fit in overl apping
relationship with an outside surface of the rimby nolding an
overlapping |lip portion and dinensioning the overlapping lip
portion to both overlap the radius of the rimand al so avoid
interference between the ring nenber and anot her contai ner
menber extending in nesting relationship inside of the side
wal | ;

inparting a second decorative characteristic to an
outside surface of the ring nenber, the second decorative
characteristic being distinctly different fromthe first
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decorative characteristic inparted to the side wall of the
cont ai ner nenber; and

fitting the ring nenber on to the rimin an overl apping
rel ati onship and nolding a |l ocking tab at an outer extremty
of the ring nmenber with substantially surrounds the downwardly
extendi ng outer portion of the container nenber and | ocking
the tab around an extremty of the downwardly extendi ng outer
portion of the rimof the container nenber.
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